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REMARKS 

The application is believed to be in condition for 
allowance for the reasons set forth below. 

Claims 1-12, 28 and 29 are pending in the application. 

Applicants note with appreciation the indication that 
claim 28 is allowed and that claim 11 is allowable. 

Claims 1, 2, 4-8 and 29 were rejected over HOEFT et al. 
6,551,691 in view of THOMAS 3,650,882. That rejection is 
respectfully traversed . 

The position set forth in the Official Action is that 
HOEFT discloses pressing two webs together, then applying 
adhesive to one of the two webs and then connecting a third web 
to the first two webs and bonding all three webs together. The 
Official Action recognizes that HOEFT does not apply adhesive to 
the first and second webs prior to being joined to the third web. 
The Official Action points out that HOEFT discloses that adhesive 
may be applied to a center web before three webs are joined 
together . 

The Official Action then offers THOMAS as disclosing 
applying adhesive to two webs to join three webs together, 
concluding that it would have been obvious to add an additional 
patterned applicator to HOEFT, since the method of applying 
adhesive in THOMAS is an obvious alternative to the method of 
HOEFT. The Official Action further concludes that it would also 
have been obvious to align the two adhesive applicators. 
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However, this conclusion is untenable for at least the 
following reasons . 

First, the position set forth in the Official Action 
disregards the claimed invention as a whole. 

The Federal Circuit has held that in determining the 
differences between the prior art and the claims, the question 
under 35 USC 103 is not whether the differences themselves would 
have been obvious, but whether the claimed invention as a whole 
would have been obvious. Stratoflex, Inc. v. Aeroqulp Corp., 713 
F.2d 1530, 218 USPQ 871 (Fed. Cir. 1983). 

In the present case, claim 1 recites that the first and 
second glue patterns are substantially aligned. Claim 1 further 
recites that the first and second glue transfer rolls are driven 
in registry so that the plies have an aligned glue pattern. 

Therefore, adding a second glue application station to 
HOEFT not only requires aligning the first and second glue 
patterns, but also operating the second glue station in registry 
with the first glue station. 

However, THOMAS teaches away from having aligned glue 
patterns. Rather, THOMAS at column 3, lines 2-7 and 40-45, and 
column 4, lines 8-10 disclose random ply attachment stating that 
the embossments are not in alignment and no attempt is made to 
place them in alignment. See also Figure 7 of THOMAS, reproduced 
below, wherein glue pattern 10 is not in alignment with glue 
pattern 17 . 
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Accordingly, it is not apparent how it would have been 
obvious to align two glue patterns, since neither reference 
discloses this feature, and THOMAS specifically teaches away from 
including such feature . 

Moreover, in the embodiment of HOEFT wherein glue is 
applied to both sides, the glue is applied by spraying. Such 
spraying is also a random application of glue that does not 
provide a distinct aligned glue pattern. Thus, both references 
teach randomly applying glue patterns. Therefore, their 
combination would not render obvious first and second 
substantially aligned glue patterns. 

Consequently, when the claimed invention is analyzed 
taking into account the claimed invention as a whole, the claims 
would not have been obvious . 

Second, modifying HOEFT in the manner suggested would 
change the principle of operation of HOEFT. 

The Court of Customs and Patent Appeals has held that 
if the proposed modification would change the principle of 
operation of the prior art invention being modified, then the 
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teachings of the references are not sufficient to render the 
claims prima facie. obvious . In re Ratti, 270 F.2d 810, 123 USPQ 
349 (CCPA 1959) . 

HOEFT discloses using a single nip together with a 
single glue application station to apply glue to a web. Column 7, 
lines 36-44 disclose that by applying sufficient pressure, all 
three webs would be bonded simultaneously. This is true even in 
the embodiment wherein HOEFT applies adhesive to both sides of a 
central web. It is not until sufficient pressure is applied at 
the single nip that the webs are joined together. 

Thus, HOEFT is able to forego using a second glue 
application station by applying sufficient pressure at only one 
nip. Modifying HOEFT to include an additional glue application 
station and second nip would change the principle of operation of 
HOEFT and as such, the teachings of the references are not 
sufficient to render the claims prima facie obvious. 

Third, the references fail to disclose each of the 
recited limitations . 

The Court of Customs and Patent Appeals has held, "to 
establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all 
claim limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior art." 
In re Royka , 490 F.2d 981, 180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 1974) . 

Claim 1 recites first and second patterned glue 
transfer rolls and a lamination roll having a three-dimensional 
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pattern corresponding to at least one of the first and second 
patterns . 

HOE FT discloses a substantially smooth glue application 
roll 16 and a joining cylinder 22 that may be engraved and fitted 
with gaps if it is desired to reduce the joined surface and to 
improve the final products flexibility. HOEFT neither discloses a 
patterned glue transfer roll nor discloses a lamination roll 
having a three-dimensional pattern corresponding to at least one 
of the first and second patterns. 

THOMAS does not disclose first and second glue transfer 
rolls. Rather, column 3, lines 40-44 disclose that one or the 
other glue transfer roll may be patterned, but does not disclose 
that both are patterned. 

Moreover, the above passage is with respect to 
increasing the randomness of the ply attachment when using an 
embossed glue roll. THOMAS does not disclose aligning the glue 
patterns obtained from two embossed glue transfer rolls. 

In addition, THOMAS does not disclose a lamination roll 
having a three-dimensional pattern corresponding to at least one 
of the first and second patterns. 

As all the recited limitations are not disclosed or 
suggested by the references, prima facie obviousness has not been 
established . 

Fourth, the Examiner's characterization of the 
references is inconsistent with the disclosure of the references. 
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On page 2 of the Official Action, the Examiner 
recognizes that HOEFT does not apply adhesive to one of the first 
two webs prior to joining them to a third web. On page 8 of the 
Official Action, the Examiner recognizes that THOMAS does not 
teach joining first and second webs together and then joining a 
third web to them. 

Since neither reference discloses joining first and 
second webs together with adhesive and then joining a third web 
to the already joined first and second web with additional 
adhesive, such limitation would not have been obvious. 

Moreover, as both references apply pressure at a single 
point to attach three webs together simultaneously, it would be 
counterintuitive (opposite to what is standard in the art and 
thus, non-obvious) to modify either of the cited references to 
join first and second webs together with adhesive and then 
joining a third web to the already joined first and second web 
with additional adhesive. Thus, the proposed combination of 
references would not have been sufficient to render obvious claim 
1 . 

Claim 29 also includes similar recitations to that of 
claim 1 and further provides that the two glue patterns together 
form a third glue pattern. 

In contrast, as argued above, both references teach 
that each of the first through third webs is simultaneously glued 
together and thus form a single glue pattern. 
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Claim 3 was rejected over HOEFT et al. in view of 
THOMAS and further in. view of KUDO et al . 6, 802, 932. That 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

KUDO is only cited for the disclosure of having a 
lamination roller after an adhesive is applied to a layer. KUDO 
et al . do not disclose what is recited in claim 1. As set forth 
above, HOEFT in view of THOMAS does not disclose what is recited 
in claim 1. Since claim 3 depends from claim 1 and further 
defines the invention, claim 3 is patentable at least for 
depending from an allowable independent claim. 

Claim 12 was rejected over HOEFT et al. in view of 
THOMAS and further in view of SCHULZ 4,325,768. 

SCHULZ is only cited for the disclosure of embossing a 
multi-layer laminate after lamination of the webs . SCHULZ does 
not disclose what is recited in claim 1. As set forth above, 
HOEFT et al . in view of THOMAS does not disclose what is recited 
in claim 1. Since claim 12 depends from claim 1 and further 
defines the invention, claim 12 is patentable at least for 
depending from an allowable independent claim. 

Claims 1, 4, 5, 7-10 and 29 were rejected over LAURENT 
5,736,233 in view of HOEFT et al . That rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

First, the proposed combination does not disclose that 
which is recited. 
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Claim 1 recites a combined first and second web having 
glue applied thereto and then being combined with a third web. 

LAURENT discloses a simultaneous combining of first 
through third webs. Laurent does not disclose a combined first 
and second web then being combined with a third web. HOEFT also 
discloses a simultaneous combining of first through third webs. 
Even in the embodiment of HOEFT where glue is sprayed on both 
sides of a central web, as HOEFT discloses a single nip, HOEFT 
could not combine a first and second web and thereafter combine a 
third web to the combined first and second web in the single nip, 
because it would be physically impossible. Thus, HOEFT must 
simultaneously combine his three webs. 

The above-noted feature is missing from the references, 
is absent from the combination and thus, would not have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art. 

Second, although HOEFT discloses a patterned adhesive 
applicator, nevertheless, HOEFT only discloses a single 
applicator. HOEFT does not provide the insight to have two 
patterned applicators and have the patterns of the two 
applicators substantially aligned. Such insight is only gleaned 
from applicants' disclosure and any conclusion as to obviousness 
would be solely based on impermissible hindsight reasoning. 

In any event, neither reference suggests a lamination 
roll having a three-dimensional pattern corresponding to at least 
one of the first and second patterns. 
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As all the recited limitations are not disclosed or 
suggested by the references, prima facie obviousness has not been 
established . 

In view of the foregoing remarks, it is believed that 
the present application is in condition for allowance. 
Reconsideration and allowance are respectfully requested. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, 
concurrent, and future replies, to charge payment or credit any 
overpayment to Deposit Account No. 25-0120 for any additional 
fees required under 37 C.F.R. § 1.16 or under 37 C.F.R. § 1.17. 



Respectfully submitted, 



YOUNG & THOMPSON 




Liam McDowell, Reg. No. 44,231 
745 South 23 rd Street 
Arlington, VA 22202 
Telephone (703) 521-2297 
Telefax (703) 685-0573 



(703) 979-4709 
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